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Commissioned papers on the National /issessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) have recommended new roles for NAEP, but 
its system of governance, as conceived in the 1960s, was not designed 
for all these functions. The NAEP Policy Committee, revised in 1978, 
never envisioned the current interest in a linkage system relating 
local and state assessments of academic achievement to NAEP 
curricular domains and measurement system. New technologies such as 
item response theory (IRT) make it feasible to use domain 
descriptions and item pools for such linkages. The current law, 
Public Law 95-561 as amended in 1981, needs to be augmented with the 
new functions envisioned by the Study Group; Section 1242, specifying 
the Assessment Policy Committee (APC) should be revised to encompass 
fair comparisons among states and local school districts. The APC 
membership should also reflect the new emphasis. Members should be 
appointed by the Secretary of Education, rather than by the 
organization conducting the assessment. The APC, ideally housed 
within the Federal Government, would govern the activities of. the 
contractor who administers and analyzes the testing. Sections of 
Public Law 95-561 and Public Law 98-511, a description of The 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (created by 
Congress in 1959), and a summary of the structurt^ of the APC are 
appended. (GDC) 
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ROLES, GOVERNANCE, AND MULTIPLE USES 
FOR A NEW NAEP 

Michael W. Kirst 
Stanford University 

This paper is an attempt to synthesize several commlcsioned papers, 
regional meetings of the NAEP study group, the meetings of the study 
group, and comments to a first draft by the staff and consultants. The 
basic focus is the governance mechanisms, but the new role, functions, and 
uses of NAEP are the key to understanding a revised governance mechanism. 
The basic thesis Is that the existing governance system was never designed 
for the new NAEP role and uses as envisioned in the papers by Haertel , Kearney, 
Wiley, Hathaway, Ferrara, Thornton, Bock, Wolf, and the San Francisco 
regional group. All of these commissioned papers are basically congruent 
with the San Francisco meeting, and have a common theme of linking NAEP 
through new technologies to international, state, and local users in a 
different way. The Hathaway paper provides one version of this in Figure I, 
although the San Francisco group did not envision the local assessment role 
as clearly as Hathaway. 

(Figure I here) 

In the 1978 law, NAEP was never intended to perform all these functions.* 
Indeed, NAEP was originally designed to make it "difficult if not impossible 
to link (NAEP) results to state or district programs or to grade-related 
practices in schools" (Messick, et al . , as quoted by Ferrara/Thornton, p. 3). 
The whole idea of the San Francisco meeting was a multiple user focus of 
NAEP that included interstate comparisons and more explicit state and local 
curricular impact. NAEP's potential for assessing educational processes 

* 

The NAEP law is in Appendix I and includes the membership as discussed 
later. 
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All of the local participation would be voluntary. 
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and inputs as suggested by . Kearney 1 s not addressed 1n this paper, but 
should be kept In mind. 

Aliihough I am not an expert in sli these areas, it appears that the 
curricular domain development envisionea in the San Francisco paper is 
echoed in a similar manner by Bock (pp. 16-21), Wiley (pp. 13-15). Hathaway 
(pp. 2-8), Haertel, Ferrara, and to a lesser extent. Wolf. Bock's "duplex 
design" Illustrates below what the San Francisco group meant by a NAEP 
constricted "conception of each subject area domain," which is the first 
tack of a reconstituted NAEP policy committee o 

(Bock, p. 18 Figure II here) 

Wiley states th'^ new task of the NAEP Policy Committee in this way: 

In the past, NAEP has p'^ovided a partial model for some state 
assessments. These state efforts have borrowed items, pro- 
cedures, and design elements ^rom the national assessment. In 
the current climate, these past supports are insufficient. 

In order to support */ali.d and useful monitoring and diagnosis of 
educational quality throughout the system, we must create an in- 
tegrated, stable system within which subbystem goals (state and 
local) can be located and for which assessments are anchored in 
metrics and standards v/hich are directly interpretable in 
national terms, (p. 14) 

A reconstituted NAEP Policy Committee would have to oversee the design 

and constTuction of a linkage system relating commonly used local achievement 

tests and state asses srr,ent instruments to NAEP curricular domains and a 

NAEP measurement system. Test, equating tables would need to be designed 

allowing state and local test subscales that could be converted to the 

metric of the NAEP measurement scales. All of these federal, state, and 

local roles were never envisioned as part of the 1978 NAEP Policy Committee's 

charge. Haertel sums up 1(2 new NAEP roles as follows: 
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Darken Bock, paper prepared for NAEP Study Group. 

Figure n 
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**Terms, definitions, concepts. 

^Proof, reasoning, problem solving, real-world applications 



18 



-5- 



Such (curricular) domain descriptions and Items pools could 
serve as a framework for linking the national assessment with 
state-level assessments; coordinating state and national assess- 
ments with other subject matter content development efforts (e.g.. 
Holmes, Carnegie, College Board); Informing deliberation on achieve- 
ment standards and targets in education reform; communicating the 
meaning of these standards and targets; and coordinating and im- 
proving state-level curriculum planning, (p. 1) 

New technologies such as IRT make all this feasible. 

The federal government would fund collection of a biannual common core 

of outcomes for each state that would replace the "wall chart." A -^tate 

could opt out of this common core but their absence would be highlighted 

in the annual presentation with a blank space and explanation. The states 

would not need to provide any money for this common core and could not 

offer dollars as an excuse for opting out. 

Ir >1ications for NAEP Governance 

Tyler's paper appears to assume no dramatic departures in NAEP's current 
role or statute„ The papers cited above and the San Francisco meeting re- 
quire statutory changes with related governance alterations. Much of the 
current statute concerning the Policy Committee, however, is congruent with 
the San Francisco meeting. 

The current law (Public Law 95-561) as amended in 1981 starts with 
four primary purposes: 

(A) collect and report at least once every five years data assessing 
the performance of students at various age or grade levels in each of the 
areas of reading, writing, anci mathematics; 

(B) report periodically data on changes in knowledge and skills of 
such students over a period of time; 
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(C) conduct special assessments of other educational areas, as the 
need for additional national Information arises; and 

(D) provide technical assistance to State educational agencies and 

to local educational agencies on the use of National Assessment objectives, 
primarily pertaining to the basic skills of reading, mathematics, and com- 
munication, and on making comparisons of such assessments with the national 
profile and change data developed by the National Assessment. 
This section needs to be augmented wUh the new functions as envisioned 
In the San Francisco meeting with particular reference to development of 
national subject matter domains and Item pools that can be linked to state 
and local assessments and curriculum if the states or locals so choose. At 
present NAEP helps states use the current NAEP test items, rather than pick 
from broader item pools that are more closely related to state or local 
curriculum policies as outlined in Hathaway 's Figure I. 

The Assessment Policy Committee 

Section 1242 includes the Assessment Policy Committee (ARC) and there 
is no reason not to keep this title. But Its charge needs to be rewritten 
to encompass: 

V. Domain conception and design of state and local test linkages as 
included in the papers cited previously. 

2. Concepts for insuring that fair comparisons can be made among 
states and locals by taking different contexts into account. 

3. Advice on the feasible and important achievement targets and 
performance standards at all three levels of education governance. 
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4. Design assistance to states and locals in supplementing state 
samples, linking nationally devised items with state and local assessment, 
and otherwise adapting test items from the national domain banks to meet 
particular state and local needs. 

5. Provide assistance to groups devising related assessments, such 
as the Carnegie Teacher Board, College Board, and lEA. 

The APC Committee itself would continue to have many of the members 
currently in PL 95-561 , but would be augmented to include more than one 
CSSO, curricular specialists, and test experts. There would be fewer than 
the four classroom teachers in the statute, and one school principal. But 
the APC would not be part of the contracting organization. The APC would 
be appointed by the Secretary of Education, not the organization conducting 
the assessment as is currently the practice. 

The statute would specify certain categories of individuals (e.g.. 
Chief State School Officer) that would need to be selected. For each APC 
category, the Secretary would select from three candidates provided by a 
nominating panel. This panel would be composed of the following seven 
members (three state based, 4 national): 

- National Governors Association 

- National Conference of State Legislatures 

- Council of Chief State School Officers 

- National Academy of Education 

- National Academy of Sciences 

- Two members of each House of Congress 
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Individuals from these groups would not be representatives of their 
organizations. Rather, the nominating panel and the potential nominees 
would be "statesmen with the broad public interest" as their credo. An ex- 
governor with a deep interest in education wowld be an excellent nominee. 
The members of Congress should help with Congressional interest in NAEP 
and perhaps help secure funding. 

Tyler suggests an alternative appointment by ECS, but ECS is largely 
staff run (along with the current governor who heads it for two years), and 
has a 50 state governance mechanism that meets only once a year. Another 
alternative for an appointing authority could be the National Academy of 
Education. The appointments would be for five rather than the current 
three years because the complexity of the added NAEP functions requires a 
longer tenure. The new ARC would be rethinking the initial assumptions 
and functions of NAEP plus constructing new curricular domains and item 
pools. 

The new ARC would be responsible for establishing goals, objectives, 
guidelines, criteria, and oversight standards for a contractor (or contrac- 
tors), who would: (a) design curricular domains; (b) design new assessments 
(c) develop assessments; (d) devise formats for test reporting; (e) assist 
state and local assessments in a-d above (upon request), including concepts 
for fair comparisons among different contexts. The ARC would not make any 
contracts with the testing contractor. This would be the responsibility of 
the Secretary of Education. 

Tyler reports that the old ARC under ECS had a panel on "how to select 
educational objectives." The San Francisco group envisioned panels for 
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each subject area that would select assessment objectives that the same 
panel would derive similar to the ECS procedures. 

... a three step procedure was followed for each school subject. 
First specialists In the subject were asked to state what they 
considered Important for students to learn» then school teachers 
and administrators were asked to review the list suggested by the 
specialists and Identify what the schools were teaching. Finally, 
parents and Interested laymen' were asked to select what they con- 
sidered Important for their children to learn. 

This revitalized ARC would have under it other committees such as 
"exercise construction" for each curricular domain and "analysis" that 
ECS had at the outset of NAEP. The ARC would appoint the members of 
these committees. Tyler reports that the analysis committee dealt with 
sampling problems as well as reporting and Interpretation of assessment 
results and was used frequently (p. 12)a ETS relies on in-house experts, 
a practice that Tyler criticizes for lack of range in expertise and "little 
incentive to question the concepts or procedures of the (ETS) staff." 

The ARC would have a sizeable staff (perhaps 10 professionals). An 
issue is where to house this staff so that their salaries and expense budget 
would be relatively immune from cutbacks of federal agencies. An Education 
Department locaion for the ARC make it particularly vulnerable to other 
salary and expense priorities. 

I favor establishing the entire ARC and its staff in the federal govern- 
ment but outside the Department of Education. The appropriate model would 
be the Advisory Council on Intergovernmental Relations (see ACIR in Appendix II) 
Consequently, the staff would be federal civil service except for the executive 
director who would be selected by the ARC and approved by the Secretary « 

Another possibility would be to house the ARC staff with a contractor 
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like the National Academy of Sciences. This could be a fiscal agent re- 
lationship with APC^and other organizations would probably bid for such a 
contract. Perhaps bids could be solicited as a hedge against possible 0MB 
resistance to forming another Independent agency within the federal govern- 
ment such as ACIR. NAEP could make an unusual case for overcoming OMB's 
traditional resistance to new Independent agencies. 

It would take a number of years before the new NAEP envisioned in 
this paper could be mounted. The APC would be an applied R&D organization 
during its Initial years. A continua:ioi contract for the existing NAEP 
would need to be let by the federal govcn.iient. States would be urged to 
use the SREB type mechanism for comparisons In 1988. 

Test Administration and Analysis 

Test administration and analysis might be carried out under a separate 
contract let by the APC, but perhaps the same contractor would work on both 
phases of test design and test administration. The functions of this test 
administration contractor are outlined on page 4 (a-c) of the San Francisco 
meeting report (ver<^ijn 3). There are some diseconomies of separating 
test administration and test development, but a broader field of potential 
bidders can be stimulated if the two functions are not Inextricably linked. 
APC could specify how the analysis would be done, but the APC would not do 
the analysis. Who would provide technical assistance to the states and 
localities who wanted tc link to this system? The most likely organization 
would be the test administration and analysis contractor. They would 
suggest item pools for state use and adapt them to state needs. 

The test administration contractor would also be responsible for 
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sampling advice to the states. This has become a difficult technical issi 
because states want to cut costs by picking their own samples rather than 
using the more expensive Westat process. These different sampling pro- 
cedures, however, can add to the complexity and validity of comparison 
between state and national results. 

The state assessments need not be given at the same time as the nati( 
NAEP. This separation would mitigate delays in reporting results if both 
levels have to be reported simultaneously. The states would expand on a 
common national core of items. All states (unless they opted out from 
any participation in the entire NAEP enterprise) would give the common 
national core. 

Overall Themes for the Report 

This paper has focussed on governance and contracting issues. But 
governance should be considered in the broader context of the new NAEP th< 
the Study Commission envisions. The outcome of our September meeting in 
Nashville is summarized below: 

- NAEP has been useful but needs major reconceptual ization. 

- Major change in public desire for more comparative and performance 
data about schools, particularly interstate comparisons. 

- New international economic competition requires more attention to 
international comparisons of education performance. 

- New technologies allow a more ambitious role for national assessmer 
and its ability to provide closer linkages and implications for stc 
and local policy makers and citizens. 

- NAEP has more potential for assisting in policy changes and use by 
policy makers than the current design permits. 

- All of these changed conditions and new technologies were not antic 
pa ted when the current NAEP process was begun in the 1960Sc 



.13 



-12- 



NAEP should undergo a major rethinking and assume new respon- 
sibilities. 

The report envisions non-incremental change without losing the 
longitudinal NAEP data base. Current technology permits this. 

Our report will raise very high aspirations with a realization 
that the political process will water these down. 

The revisions of NAEP will cost a great deal more than we are 
currently spending. Currently, the national government is under- 
funding NAEP. 

Only the federal government can provide the resources for the plan 
that we envision. Collection of statistics is the basic and un- 
disputed federal role. 

The formulation of a new NAEP is to be accomplished through a 
nationwide process of states, educators, and officials. This is 
distinctly different from a federal effort and a national curricult 
from Washington. 

NAEP needs to forge closer linkages with state assessments, curric( 
lum policy, and new teacher reform efforts. 

This will require a major overhaul of the NAEP policy council. 
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Sec 1242. Section 405 of the Gcncr^'l Education Provision.'^ Vi i 
aincmica by adding at the end thereof the following new subbortion- 
**(k)(l) la addition to other responsibilities of the Institute umlor 
this section, the Institute shall carry out, by grant to or cooperative 
agreement (subject to the pt^visions of the Federal Grant and Cood 
cratire Agreement Act of 1977) with a nonprofit education organiza 
tiou, a National Assessment of Educational Progress which shall havj 
to a primary purpose the assessment of the performance of children 
and young adulU in the basic skills of reading, mathemntics, and com 
i.Minii-aliMt. Such o National Assessment shall— 

*t(A) collect and report at least once every five years data Assei*. 
ing the performance of students at rarious ago or gr»de levels 
m each of the areas of reading, writing, and mathematics; 
^**(B) report periodically daU on changes in knowledge and 
jskiUs of such students over a period of time ; 
_ '^**(C) conduct special assessments of other educational an»a*, 

r»s the need for additional national information arises; and 
"(D) proride technical assistance to Sute educational agencies 
and to local educational agencies on the use of National Assess- 
ment objectives, primarily pertaining to the basic skills of reading 
mathematics, and communication, and on making comparisona o^ 
such assessments with the national profile and change data devel. 
oped by the National AssessmenLI 
*^C2)(A) The education organitaCion through which the Institute 
carries out the National Assessment shall be responsible for overall 
lent Policy managi»ment of the National Assessment Such organization shall i1«-lo. 
^tSSlwnta-il authority to design and super^-ise the conduct of the National 
t^lmh^D Assessment to an Assessment Policy Co mmittee established hv s.irh 
.organization. The Assessment Policy Committee phall be comnos^'d 
of — * 

"(i) five members appointed by the educatif^;^ organization of 
whom two members shall be representatives of - . -ss and indus- 
try and three members shall be representatives \. ^ * genera! pub- 
lic, and 

"(ii) twelve members appointed by the education organization 
from the categories of membership specified in subparagraph ( B) 
*'(B) ^fember3 of the Assessment Policy Committee appointed :r 
accordance with division (ii) of subparagraph (A) shall be — 

"(i) one chief State school-officer; 

"(ii) two State le^slators; 

"(jii) two school district superintendents; 

"( iv) one chairman of a State board of education ; 

"( v) one chairman of a local school board : 

"(vj) one Governor of a State; and 

"(vii) four classroom teachers. 
•^(C) The Director of the Institute shall serve as an ex officio mcnil»or 
of the Assessment Policy Committee. The Director shall also appoint 
a member of the National Council on Education Research to ser\« 
as a nonvoting member of the Assessment Policy Committee. 

**(D) Members appointed in accordance with dirisions (i) and (ii) 
of subparagraph ^A) shall be appoint^ f nr f^rrr^ ^^ nf rkr -^ ye«n*, 
except that (i) in the case of members appointed for fiscal year IJ>79. 
one third of the membership shall be appointed for terms of oao 
year each and one third shall be appointed for terms of two years earh. 
nnd (ii) appointments to fill vacancies shall be for snch term5 ai 
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rexn&in unexpired. Ko member shall be appointed to seri-e more than 
two.consecutive terms. 

*^(Z) The Assessment Policy Committee esUblished hj para^japh 
(2) shall be respoasible for thr rltsign of the National Assessment, 
including the s election of the learning areas to be assesse d, the deveJ* 
opment and se iection ot J^a) statpm^nfs and a^ssment items , the 
assessment nietlHRRlogyi the form and content of the rsporting and 
dissemination of assessment results, and studies to evaluate and 
improve the form and Qtilir^tion of the National Assessment 

Each learning area assessment shall have froal statem ents 
de med thf^ugb t national COhsensus ap proach, provioinfjf for active 
pahicipaijon of teacners, curriculum specialists, subject matter spe- 
cialists, local school adniinistrators, parents, and concerned members 
of the je:eneral public. AH items selected for use in the assessment shall 
be reviewed to exclude items which might reflect racial, sex, cultural, 
or regional bias. 

^(5) Participation in the National Assessment by State and local 
educational agencies selected as part of a sample of such agencies shall 
b e volunta ry. 

••(6) The Director of the Institute shall provide for a review of the 
National Assessment at least once every three years. This review shall 

Frovide an opportunity for public comment on the conduct and use- 
ulness of National AjBsessment and shall result in a report to the 
Congress and to the Nation on the findings and recommendations, if 
SUV, stemming from the review. 

"(7) There are authbrired to be appropriated $10,500,000 for each 
fiscal year ending prior to October 1, 1983, to carrj- out the provisions 
of this subsection.'\ 

KATIOKAL CTNTER rOR EDCCATIOX BTAT18TTC8 

Sec. 1243. (a) Section 406(g) of the General Education Provisions 
Act (as rcdesi^ated by section 1212(c)) is amended bj striking out p. 
*^October 1, 1978" both places it appears therein, and by inserting 
instead "October 1, 1983'". 

(b) (1) Section 408(a) of such Act is amended bv inserting "or by 20 USC 1221«<5. 
delegation of authority pursuant to law" immediately after "vested in. 
him b}' law". 

(2) Section 408(a)(1) of that Act is amended by inserting after 
**opcration of' a comma and the following: "and governing the appli- 
cable programs administered by**. 




aa4 report to ^'^ J( s . 



ApproprUdoB 
AUtaoruAtioQ. 



OCKTRAL ATTTBORrrr Of ADMIKISTIUTTVr OF EDUCATIOX ACENCITS 

Sec. 1244. Section 408 of the General Education Provisions Act is 
further amended by redesignating subsections (b) and (c) as subsec- 
tions (c) and (d), respectively, and by inserting immediately after 
subsection (a) the following new subsection : 

"(b) The administrative head of an education a^ncy shall ensure 
that, in contracting under the authoritj[ of this section for the services 
of independent persons in the competitive review of grant applica- 
rions, all such persons are qualified, by education and experience, to 
perform such services. The qualifications of such persons and the 
terms of such contracts, other than information which identify such 
person, shall be readily made available to the public". 

(4) Section 408(d) of such Act (as redesignated by paragraph (3) 
of this subsection) is amended by striking out "For tne purposes of 



CotttTftCU, 

^pAlificidotiA ftod 
tcrcuL, public 
AT&ilAbility. 
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Is-TW- ^'^^'2 ^^'^ C0NC.-2nd SESS. Oct. ,5 

. (1) by striking out "October 1. 1983" in par3SapTSlr, 

•njert'ng in lieu thereof "October 1. 1989": and 

thl fotenF"*^ paragraph (2) and inserting in lieu thereof 

-n'-'^cJ"! available for grant* and contract* by the A«,-., 

an. Secretary under subsection (e) shall not exceed $10 000 n?5f?'" 
fisca year 1985. 112.000.000 for fu«al year 1986 SlSffi 

NATIONAL IWSTmrTT CF EOU Ciynow 

S^^. (a) Section 405(kXl) of the General Education Provision 
• ^ A <?^;S.C. 1221e(kXl)) is amended by striking out "and^'t?? 
end of subparagraph (C). by striking out the period at the enV r 
subparagraph (D) and inWrting in lieu therwf ~ wd" -n?) w ^ 
inserting after .uch subparagraph the foSowln " ' " ""^ 
in Ix! "-"pect to each Sute which voluntarily participate 
n accordance w,th paragraoh (5). provide for a BuTtememl^^ 
mfomiation collected by the Nation^ Assessment for «Th ,uch 

fu^^ ^u'°",^,9^KX3) of such Act 15 amended by adding at the ^nrf 

i[ent i«n'*f^Hl'"'*^ Items developed as part of the National 
/S S5^h it^rn? '.K °i Asses sment Policy 

J-mr^tian ^nTf^ 'r''l!f^ ^ revhe^Tby the Department of 

' ? P^^'i? °^ Management and Budget for a sinrl* 

period of not more than 60 days.". . ^ 

coujccnoN or data 

(20^Us''r^"l99,^'°f"iu^ °^ '^'^ 9*""J Education Provisions Act 
SefoiloSii'l^e'i^ubSSttnr""'^ ''^^^ 
K!,i!i.^°^Pj''P?**l.°'' ^^''^ section, the terms 'United States', and 
JS^c^-"'*' ^^^""^ of Columbia and Puerto Rico." 

?JTJ.v",J^- ii*^ ^.2^ V-S-C- 1221-i} is amended- 

^ reaesJgnating subsection (1) as subsection (h); and 
•v:> I ^ '^'"^ at the end thereof the following new subsection: 
• • 1^^'^'?^.°'^ section, the terms 'United States' and 
State include the District of Columbia and Pueito Rico.". 

ANNUAL rVALUATION RETORTS 

rM^n'J^^-ifS^"?, • Of the General Education Provisions Act 
\£U U.b.C. lp6c(a)) IS amended by striking out "November I" and 
inserting in lieu therwf "December 31". o cmoer 1 

CONruCT-Or-lNTXRtST 

AJ^hl?l/^.'',^j?«.^^^' °f G«neral Education Provisions 
Act (20 U.S.C. 1232d(b)) is amended— 

(1) by striking out "and" at the end of paragraph (61; 
98 STAT. 2406 
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The Aclvisorx Clumnu.ssinn nn In- 
U!r^(jvi:rnmiiiUul Ki:l.uiiin.s (ACIK) 
was iireiilwd by ihi: Conuniss in * 
1959 ic) munilur ihu opuriiUon oi 
\hi* Amnnciin liMlural sysiiim arnl 
Id riMiomnienil impruvcimifnis. 
ACIIK is ii |)i!rmani!nt national bi- 
partisan Ijodv ri:pri*bt;ntin^ the* 
exucutivu and lt*>*ishitive branch- 
es of Ftnlural. .statu, and local ^ov- 
lirnmcnt and iht; public. 

The Commission is compostjd of 
members — nine representing 
the Fi'deral ^iovernment. 14 rep- 
resenting state and local govern- 
ment, and three representing the 
public. The President appoints 
liU — three private citizens and 
three Federal executive officials 
directly and four governors, three 
state legislators, four mayors, 
and three elected count \ offi- 
cials from slates nominated by 
ihe N'aiiunal Governors* Confer- 
ence, the Council of Slate Gov- 
ernments, the National League of 
Cities. li,S. Conference of May- 
ors, and the Naiiontil Association 
ol Counties. The three Senators 
(ire chosen by the President o^ 
the Senate and the three Con- 
gre.ssmen b\ the Speaker ol the 
I louse. 

Kach Commission member serves 
ti two >ear term and may be re- 
appointed. 

As a continuing bod>. tht! Cum- 
missum appro.u:hes its work bv 
ailiiri^ssia)* ii.sidf \o specilic is>ues 
and problems, (he ri;.*^nlution o\ 
which wuulil produce imprt»ved 



(.ooper.itM/n fimonu ihc b*vf!ls cjI. 
j:overnmi;n! and mure »!l!iM;!iv(! 
tunclioniog of ihi^ ledcual h>st(Mn. 
In addition (b^aling with ihe all 
important lunctional and struc- 
mrai relationships anionu iht* 
various jjovi?rnmi:nis. ihi; Com- 
mission has .d.so e.Mensively stud- 
ii;d critical slnrssMS C!irr'.»ni!y bi;- 
loir pi.iceti tin iraditiun.d \iM\ern- 

:;MrOi.li IiiXUVJ p»Mf:li(.es. i)V,i: n{ 

:i:e ionii ranut; idfor:.s ot tiv: Cur:;- 
niission ha.s i)tMrn lu s«.M;k Wtivs tti 
improve I'fMleraL stale, and local 
govet'omental ta.xing practii:es 
and policies to achieve b()uitable 
allocation of resources, increased 
efficiency in collection and ad- 
ministration, and reduced com- 
pliance burdens upon the tax- 
payers. 

Studies undertaken by the Com- 
mission have dealt with subjects 
as diverse as transportation and 
as specific as. s^ate taxation of 
(Hit-uf-state depositories: as wide 
ranging as substate regionalism to 
the mure specialized issue ul lo- 
cal revenue diversification. In 
selecting items for the work pro- 
gram, the Commission considers 
the relative importance and ur- 
gencv of the problem, its man- 
a)ieal)ility f;;om the point of view 
. of finarices and staff available to 
ACIR and the extent to which the 
Commission can make a fruitful 
contribution toward the solution 
of the problem. 

After .selecting specific intergov- 
ernmental issues for investiga- 
tion. ACIK follows u multistep 
procedure that assures review 
and cumment b\ repri:sentativi!s 
ol all points of view, all affected 
levels of government, technical 
expert.s. and interesttsd groups. 
Tbe Commi.ssion then debates 
each issue and furnuilaies its pol- 
icy pcusition. Commission findines 
and recommendations are put)- 
lished and draft bills and exccii- 
ti\e ordiM'S developed to .i.ssist 
in impli:menting ACIK policu!s. 
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Summar.y: Structure of National Assessment 



The governance arrangements for a refac^iioned national assessment include 
(1) a nominating committee, (2) Policy Comrittee and its staff and (3) a 
contractor to administer tests, 

A# Policy Committee Nominators 

1 • A nomirating group would be established by statute to makf> recommendaticns 
for ©ach vacancy on the Assessment Policy Committee. The group would 
be comprised of*, 

. The chairs of the House and Senate education authorizing 

committees or a member of the House or the Senate designated 
by those individuals 

• The Governor chairman of the National Governors Association 

• The Prasident of the Chief Stcte School Officers Organ tr^at ion 

• The Chairman of the National Council of State LegJ.elators 
The President of the National Academy of Education 

. The President of the National Academy of Sciences. 

2m The Nominating group would solicit names from their membership^ other 
organizations interested in. education and the general public and would 
recommend to the Secretary of Education at le^ast 3 candidates for each 
position to be filled. 

B. A ssessment Policy Committee 

1 • The APC would be appointed by the Secretary from recommendations 
forwarded by the Nominating group. The membership totaling 21 
(as at present) must represent experience (but not necessarily 
occupy present positions) as: 

. Governor 

• Chief State School Officer 

• State legislator 

• Local superintendent 

• Member of State board of education 

• Member of a local board of education 

• Classroom teachers 

• Representatives of business and industry 

• Curriculum planner or supervisor 

• Testing and measurement expert 

• Member, National Council for Educational Research (Designated by the 

Secretary) 

• Assistant Secretary for Educational Research and Improvement 

(Ex-officio) 
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2. 



Terms would be staggered, and five years in length after the initial 
appointments. 



3. The Federal Government would award a grant for support of a staff s 
that responsibilities ascigned to the APC could be carried out. 
Curriculum domain and objectives actions and also the goal setting 
and prescription of analysis funr;tions. 

4. The srrant would be awarded to a nonprofit organization after review 
of responses to a grant coapctition announcement. Some group such 
as the following would be likely applicants: 

National Academy of Education 

National Academy of Sciences 

Council of Chief State School Officers 

Education Commission of the States 

Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 

Test: Contractor 

1. The Federal Government would award a contract for support of all 
test development, test administration, test analysis, reporting of 
findings, item bank maintenance and assistance to States and 
local districts in supplementing tests or creating their own. 

2. All of these responsibilities would be conducted to comply with the 
domains, objectives, test constructs and analysis plans prescribed 
by the APC, 
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